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REMARKS 



This is a full and timely response to the outstanding non- final Office Action mailed 
fmuafy 27, 2006. Claims 1-19, 21-25, and 27-29 remain pending in the present application, 
deration and allowance of the application and pending claims are respectfully 
j|^que|ted. 

Response To Rejections of Claims Under 35 ILS.C. 8102 

Claims 1-5, 7, 9, and 11 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
ihticijjated by Chong (U.S. Patent No. 6,093,330). Claims 1-9, 11, 14-19, 21-25, 27, and 29 
3 ave t een rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Kawamura (U.S. Patent No. 
< ,019^07). Claims 1-5, 7-12, 14-19, 21-25, 27, and 29 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
\ 10 2 (J) as being anticipated by MiMgan (U.S. Patent No. 6,555,480). Claims 1-9, 11-12, 14- 
] ?, an i 21-25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Soik (U.S. 
ijatentjNo. 6,745,469). 

It is axiomatic that "[Anticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference 
I each element of the claim under consideration." W. L. Gore & Associates, Inc. v. Garlock, 
c, 1 11 F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Therefore, every claimed 
aturi of the claimed subject matter must be represented in the applied reference to constitute a 
>pei rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(e). In the present case, not every feature of the claimed 
bjec : matter is represented in the cited references. Applicants discuss the cited reference and 
pplic ants' claims in the following. 



a- Independent Claim 1 

As provided in independent claim 1, Applicants claim; 
A method comprising: 

forming a plurality of slot portions in a top surface of a substrate; and, 
etching a trench in a back surface of the substrate contiguous and in 
fluidic communication with the plurality of slot portions to form a compound 
slot such that at least one reinforcement structure extends across the 
compound slot to connect substrate materia] on opposite sides of the 
compound slot, wherein the at least one reinforcement structure connects with 
the top surface of the substrate. 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the 
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i jasoi that the ci ted an in the multiple §102 rejections does not teach or suggest sill of the 
$laimfd features. 

Regarding Chong, it fails to teach or suggest at least a trench is formed in a back 
arfacfc of a substrate, where the trench is contiguous with an in fluidic communication with a 
^jhiraljty of slots formed in the top surface of the substrate. See FIG. 15, 

Regarding Kawamura, it fails to teach or suggest at least a trench is in fluidic 
cjbmnjunication with a plurality of slots. See FIG. 6D. 

Regarding Miltigan, it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure 
dktends across the compound slot to connect substrate material on an opposite side of the 
c Dmp< «und slot, wherein the at least one reinforcement structure connects with the top surface 
<||f the substrate. See Fig. 2B. 

Regarding Soik, it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure connects 
\JJith t! le top surface of the substrate. See FIG. 1 1 which shows a bottom view of a portion of 
sjpreejnj media and not the top view. 

As a result, the respective cited references does not teach or suggest at least all of the 
d aime d features of claim 1 . Therefore, claim 1 and claims 2-13 (which depend therefrom) are 
e )t an icipated by the cited art in the multiple §102 rejections. The rejection should be 
\ ithdr awn for at least this reason alone. 



b- Independent Claim 14 

As provided in independent claim 14, Applicants claim: 
A method comprising: 

forming a plurality of slot portions into a first surface of a substrate 
wherein the substrate has a thickness defined between the first surface and a 
generally opposing second surface; and, 

exposing both the first and second surfaces of the substrate to an 
etchant sufficient to remove substrate material to form a compound slot 
having a fluidic relationship with the first and second surfaces while retaining 
substrate material comprising at least one reinforcement structure extending 
across the compound slot to connect substrate material on opposite sides of 
the compound slot, the substrate being stronger in bending in or out of a plane 
of at least a portion of a first surface of the substrate than if said at least one 
reinforcement structure were not present and the at least one reinforcement 
structure connecting with the top surface of the substrate. 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 14 is allowable for at least the 
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j sasoi that the cited art in the multiple §102 rejections does not teach or suggest all of the 
laim« id features. 

Regarding Kawamura, it fails to teach or suggest at least a compound slot is in fluidic 
{ riatic nship with first and second surfaces of the substrate. See FIG. 6D. 

Regarding MUligan, it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure 
( Kten< s across the compound slot to connect substrate material on opposite sides of the 
< ;>mp< >und slot, wherein the at least one reinforcement structure connects with the top surface 
( f the substrate. See Fig. 2B. 

Regarding Soik, it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure connects 
> ith £ le top surface of the substrate. See FIG. 1 1 which shows a bottom view of a portion of 
s ;reer media and not the top view. 

As a result, the respective cited references does not teach or suggest at least all of the 
c aim€ d features of claim 14. Therefore, claim 14 and claims 15-19 (which depend therefrom) 
e net anticipated by the cited art in the multiple §102 rejections. The rejection should be 
\|ithdijawn for at least this reason alone. 

c Independent Claim 21 

As provided in independent claim 21, Applicants claim: 
A method comprising: 

forming a plurality of slot portions into a first surface of a substrate 
wherein the substrate has thickness defined between the first surface and a 
generally opposing second surface, adjacent slot portions being separated by 
substrate material; and, 

forming a trench portion into the second surface in contiguous and 
fluid flowing relation with the slot portions, the trench portion in combination 
with the slot portions defining a compound slot, wherein said forming a trench 
portion removes substrate material to define a reinforcement structure 
extending across the compound slot to connect substrate material on opposite 
sides of the compound slot and having a terminus proximate the second 
surface comprising at least two angled walls, wherein the reinforcement 
structure connects with the first surface of the substrate 



n 



ison that 



Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 21 is allowable for at least the 
the cited art in the multiple §102 rejections does not teach or suggest all of the 
cJtimeft features. 

Regarding Kawamura, it fails to teach or suggest at least a trench is in fluid flowing 
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latk n with a plurality of slots. See FIG. 6D. 

Regarding Milligan, it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure 

IteMs across the compound slot to connect substrate material on opposite sides of the 
mp< >und slot, wherein the at least one reinforcement structure connects with the top surface 
substrate. See Fig. 2B. 

Regarding Soi k y it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure connects 
first surface of the substrate where the plurality of slots are formed. See FIG. 1 1 which 
a bottom view of a portion of screen media and not the top view. 
As a result, the respective cited references does not teach or suggest at least all of the 
c aim< d features of claim 21 . Therefore, claim 21 and claims 22-25 (which depend therefrom) 
aire net anticipated by the cited art in the multiple §102 rejections. The rejection should be 
\|}ithdj|awn for at least this reason alone. 

d. Independent Claim 27 

As provided in independent claim 27, Applicants claim: 

A primt cartridge substrate forming method, comprising 
forming a plurality of slot portions into a first surface of a substrate the 
substrate has a thickness defined the first surface and a generally opposing 
second surface; and, 

exposing both the first and second surfaces of the substrate to an 
etchant sufficient to remove substrate material to form a compound slot 
having a fluidic relationship with the first and second surfaces while retaining 
substrate material comprising at least one reinforcement structure extending 
across the compound slot to connect substrate material on opposite sides of 
the compound slot, the substrate being stronger in bending in or out of a plane 
of at least a portion of a first surface of the substrate than if said at least one 
reinforcement structure were not present and the at least one reinforcement 
structure connecting with the top surface of the substrate. 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 27 is allowable for at least the 
r^sonfchat the cited art in the multiple §102 rejections does not teach or suggest all of the 
imefl features. 

Regarding Kawamura, it fails to teach or suggest at least a compound slot is in fluidic 
atio4ship with first and second surfaces of the substrate. See FIG. 6D. 

egarding Milligan, it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure 
ejjkendi across the compound slot to connect substrate material on opposite sides of the 
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c >mpjund slot, wherein the at least one reinforcement structure connects with the top surface 
f thejsubstrate. See Fig. 2B. 

As a result, the respective cited references does not teach or suggest at least all of the 
cjaimtjd features of claim 27. The rejection should be withdrawn for at least this reason alone. 

e. Independent Claim 

j As provided im independent claim 29, Applicants claim: 

A fluid-ejecting device fonning method comprising: 
forming a plurality of fluid-handling structures over a first surface of a 
semiconductor substrate; 

removing material from the substrate sufficient to form a plurality of 
slot portions in the substrate, the plurality of slot portions having at least one 
reinforcement structure extending across a slot to connect substrate material 
on opposite sides of the slot, wherein the at least one reinforcement structure 
connects with the first surface of the substrate; and, 

etching through at least some of the fluid-handling structures to form a 
generally elongate trench in the substrate which is in fluid-flowing relation 
with the plurality of slot portions and is connected to a second surface of the 
semiconductor substrate* 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 29 is allowable for at least the 
njkson that the cited art in the multiple §102 rejections does not teach or suggest all of the 
c|iimei I features. 

I Regarding Rawamura, it fails to teach or suggest at least a trench connected to a 
sc ;ond surface of a substrate is in fluid-flowing relation with fluid-handling structures formed 
in]|a fin t surface of the substrate. See FIG. 6D. 

Regarding Miltigan, it fails to teach or suggest at least a reinforcement structure 
across a slot to connect substrate material on at) opposite side of the slot, wherein the 
ement structure connects with the top surface of the substrate. See Fig. 2B. 

a result, the respective cited references does not teach or suggest at least all of the 
cljimed features of claim 29. The rejection should be withdrawn for at least this reason alone. 



ex :endf 
re nfo: 



2. 



be 



Response To Rejectio ns of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. 6103 



h the Office Action, claim 10 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 
tig ui patentable over Kawamura in view of Adams (U.S. Patent No. 6,753,638). Claim 12 
stands peered under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kawamura in 

n 
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lew rf Woods (U.S. Patent No. 6,942,814). It is well-established at law that, for a proper 
ejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C §103 as being obvious based upon a combination of 
Jferekes, the cited combination of references must disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly 
j r explicitly, all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e.g., In Re Dow Chemical, 5 
1 f.S.P Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cix. 1988), and In re Keller, 208 U.S.P.Q.2d 871, 881 (C.C.P.A. 
]p81)| 

AH of the claimed features of independent claim 1 ist taught and suggested by 
wakura, as previously discussed. Further, the cited art of Adams and Woods fails to cure the 
sfici^ncies of the Kawamura reference in suggesting or teaching all of the claimed features in 
10 and 12 (which depend from independent claim 1). Therefore, a prima facie case 
e tablihing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination of Kawamura with either 
iamA or Woods has not been made. Therefore, the rejections of claims 10 and 12 should be 
^thdi^wn. 

CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that all 
oftjectibns and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered moot, and/or accommodated; and 
tl|kt tie pending claims axe in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration aud 
!owa ice of the present application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested, 
in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of 
tl|s ms tter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 



Respectfully submitted, 



a 




£g. No. 47,283 
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